Introduction
Never before have scholars had such easy and wide access to scientific knowledge as they do today. It is virtually impossible for academics to process all available information on any given scientific topic, not to mention to distinguish truly valuable work from what is not.
In this respect, the subgenre of the academic journal book review plays a very important role since it introduces new books to a particular discipline and, at the same time, assesses how valuable their contribution may be to the development of the field. According to Gea Valor and del Saz Rubio (2000-2001, p. 166) , "in this genre, the writer informs the reader about the contents and structure of a recently-published book -usually the work of a fellow researcher -and most importantly evaluates the book according to various criteria, such as adequate treatment of the subject, usefulness for the prospective reader and possible future applications." As a result, book reviews (BRs) have become an important source of information for scholars in a particular disciplinary field about which books may or may not be worth reading or acquiring.
However, as acknowledged by a number of professors from The University of León (Spain) and The University of London (UK) in informal interviews, writing a book review is not always a welcome task for academics. Yet academic journal book reviews are still written and published, and writing a book review is usually considered one of those tasks academics may have to do in their career. The interesting point is that the academic journal book review is one of those genres whose communicative function is widely recognized by the expert members of the discourse community involved in producing and interpreting academic book reviews. In spite of this recognition, little is known about the features which contribute to making this class of communicative events a genre in its own right (see Swales 1990, p . 58 for a definition of genre). As the leading work by Swales (1990) clearly shows, one of the factors that play a very important role in the overall characterization of a genre is the rhetorical structure of the text. In fact, some research has recently explored how the schematic structure of the academic book review helps to shape this genre in order to make it recognizable by expert members of the discourse community.
Starting with Motta-Roth's (1998) The results from Motta-Roth's (1998) study in relation to the overall rhetorical organization of book reviews seem to have been confirmed by other scholars such as De Carvalho (2001), who analyzed a corpus of English and Portuguese academic book reviews from the Literary Theory field in terms of their rhetorical structure, and Nicolaisen (2002) , who submitted a corpus of Library and Information Science book reviews in English to move analysis. A comparison of their results reveals no crucial differences in the overall rhetorical organization of book reviews across these disciplines, in the sense that the major rhetorical functions performed by the different moves also take place. In this respect, it would be possible to hypothesize the existence of a common pattern of overall rhetorical structure across disciplines.
In spite of these common features, there seem to be slight differences within the overall rhetorical structure of book reviews across disciplines that might lead to hypothesize a certain degree of disciplinary variation. For example, in her study of the rhetorical structure of English and Portuguese academic book reviews of literature, De Carvalho (2001) detected a tendency for book reviewers from the two cultures to fuse moves Outlining the book and Highlighting parts of the book in a single move. In fact, her results led her to reduce Motta-Roth's (1998) four moves to three by fusing moves Outlining the book and Highlighting parts of the book into only one move. The existence of disciplinary variations in the rhetorical structure of book reviews can also be conjectured from Nicolaisen's (2002) findings within the last move Providing closing evaluation of the book of Library and Information Science book reviews.
Within this move, she detects the existence of two options (Disqualifying [sic] the book despite indicated positive aspects and Neither recommending nor disqualifying the book -the latter consisting in a neutral summary-conclusion of the book) which were not present in Motta-Roth's (1998) corpus of academic book reviews within other academic disciplines. A logical implication from these studies is that until more light is shed on the possible influence of the disciplinary factor on the rhetorical configuration of book reviews, further studies of the academic book review as a genre should at least control for this confounding factor in the design of their corpora (cf. Connor and Moreno, 2005) .
On the other hand, the present paper also hypothesizes possible variation in the rhetorical structure of academic book reviews as a factor of the language culture. This conjecture is substantiated by De Carvalho's (2001) study of book reviews from two writing cultures: American and Portuguese. While all the texts in her corpora seem to share a common communicative purpose, interestingly different rhetorical features are identified which may be due to differing cultural expectations. As Moreno (2004) explains, the idea that the rhetorical structures of texts in different languages might vary greatly and that such variation should be taken into account in language teaching programs has received considerable attention since it was first proposed by Kaplan (1966) . Following this tradition, the present study deals with one possible question raised by the Kaplan hypothesis, i.e. whether differences actually exist in how academic book reviews of literature are internally organized to achieve their communicative purpose in two writing cultures: Spanish and English.
Answering this question will contribute valuable knowledge to the field of Contrastive Rhetoric.
Research Questions and Variables
The major research question that the present study attempts to answer can be broken down as follows:
• Do English and Spanish book reviews from academic journals on Literature conform to a similar rhetorical structure? Answering this question will allow us to make some statement about the existence of a common genre for both writing cultures in terms of its rhetorical organization.
• If there are differences in terms of rhetorical structure, what is their nature? This will allow us to make some statement about differing expectations of the rhetorical structure of this genre as a function of the writing culture.
In other words, the study sought to research the possible influence of the writing culture, i.e., the independent variable, on the rhetorical structure of literary academic book reviews, i.e., the dependent variable.
Data
To answer our research question, the study analysed the rhetorical structure of 20 academic book reviews in English and 20 comparable academic journal book reviews in Spanish. This collection of BRs has been named the LIBRES (Literary Book Reviews in English-Spanish) corpus. The reason why it is so small is that it has been compiled with a view to being approached from various complementary perspectives (e.g. Moreno and Suárez, 2006) .
The criteria of comparability for selection of the present corpus were based mainly on Connor and Moreno's (2005) proposal. As Connor and Moreno (2005) argue in connection with cross-cultural studies, "in large-scale textual analyses of written genres . . . it is important that we are comparing elements that can in fact be compared . . . A common platform of comparison is important at all levels of research" (Connor & Moreno, 2005, p. 157) . One of these levels or phases of the research involves the selection of primary data. That is, in order to make a comparison valid, we need to compare text types or genres in which to observe linguistic and rhetorical features which are comparable between the two writing cultures.
As Moreno (2007) argues in this volume, to achieve a maximum of comparability, or similarity, between two corpora it is necessary to control as many relevant confounding factors as possible. This will make it possible to attribute any possible similarities or differences in the rhetorical structure of the texts to the effect of the independent variable, i.e. the writing culture. The academic discipline, directly related to the field factor (cf. Moreno, 2007) , is a likely confounding factor. Therefore, the present study has decided to control for it statistically by collecting only texts from one major academic discipline (Literature) and four subfields (Drama, Poetry, Novel, and Literary Theory) in order to make the two corpora as similar as possible in this respect. Another reason for choosing such a discipline was that the only other existing contrastive study on academic journal book reviews between English and another language, Portuguese, was also based on Literary Theory (De Carvalho, 2001 ). Compiling a similar corpus would make it easier to compare results. Likewise, since it is possible to distinguish between various subgenres within the book review genre, the present study narrowed its focus down to only the academic journal book review subgenre (i.e. book reviews that appear in academic journals). This restriction helped to control for certain contextual factors, such as the purpose of communication, the type of participants, the setting, the medium of publication, and so on, which might affect the rhetorical and linguistic configuration of the texts (cf. Moreno, 2008) . The texts in the corpora of the present study were drawn following conventional sampling procedures from four academic journals, which are the following and cover the The number of book reviews drawn from each of the four journals in each corpus was five. Only book reviews published from 2000 onwards were selected for the sake of relevancy. Thus the present study will attempt to capture the essence of the genre in as specific a period as possible, and in particular, as it is conceived today, since the temporal factor might also affect the rhetorical configuration of texts (cf. Moreno, 2008) .
Another important confounding factor taken into account was text length because the extension of an academic review may determine whether it belongs to the book review genre or to related genres such as the book note, which is notably longer. Thus the length of all the reviews in the corpus ranged from 569 to 2,063 words. Table 1 below shows the average number of words per book review and the average number of words in each corpus. The overall correspondence of length between the English and the Spanish corpora also contributes to their comparability. Lastly, by contrast to Moreno (1998) , who controlled for the superstructure factor statistically in the design of her corpora, the present design left that factor uncontrolled precisely because this was the dependent variable under research.
Method of Analysis
The methodology employed in the present study was directed to answering the aforementioned research questions. In order to describe the rhetorical patterns of textual organization preferred by English and Spanish academic book review writers, all the book reviews in the two corpora were analyzed in terms of moves, subfunctions and options.
Motta-Roth's (1998) rhetorical model of book review moves was followed initially. The moves were identified by inferring the rhetorical function developed by the various sections in the entire text in connection with the overall purpose of the text. The subfunctions and options-the former being non-exclusive and the latter, referred to as subfunctions by MottaRoth (1998), being exclusive-were identified as minor functional units realizing the different moves.
After applying this model to our corpora, the rhetorical scheme that emerged was very similar, except for a few differences. The scheme is shown in Figure 7 .1 and can be considered as an adapted version of MottaRoth's (1998) model. It represents the rhetorical structure of the book reviews from academic journals on Literature. The italicized moves, subfunctions and options highlight the differences that have arisen by contrast with Motta-Roth's (1998) scheme. The meaning of the new subfunctions and options will be explained later. share the criterion of explicitly verbalizing a farewell formula, and she studies them systematically in order to draw the features characterizing the genre in question.
(Informing about the writing technique/methodology used by the writer)][rlit243-7S]
In this text fragment taken from a Spanish book review, the book reviewer describes the methodological tool used by the author of the book.
The reviewer regards it as an historical-inductive method, whereby such an author focuses only on poems containing a farewell formula and analyzes them in the search for common patterns that make it possible to talk about a distinct genre.
The last three differences from Motta-Roth's (1998) The text fragment in example (3) has been assigned to subfunctions 1.1. Defining the general topic of the book and 1.4. Making topic generalizations on the grounds that it was difficult to decide which of the two subfunctions was being realized. On the one hand, it might be interpreted that the book reviewer is adding some insight from his/her own knowledge, in which case the subfunction performed would be 1.4.
Making topic generalizations.
On the other hand, the reader may also understand such a fragment as part of the content of the book, in the sense that all the ideas contained in the fragment can be attributed to the author of the book. Given the difficulty in deciding between the two subfunctions, the present study found it necessary to consider cases like this as a fuzzy category comprising the two subfunctions.
There are also differences with respect to Motta-Roth's (1998) scheme in relation to the other book review moves. For example, subfunction 1.1. Defining the general topic of the book from move 1.
Introducing the book and subfunctions 2.1. Providing an overview of the organization of the book and 2.3. Citing extra-text material from move 2.
Outlining the book are difficult to keep apart in one fragment of the English corpus, as shown in example (4). , who analysed a corpus of book reviews from a related academic discipline, Literary Theory. The subfunctions that specifically appeared fused across these two moves in the two corpora were 2.2.
Stating the topic of each chapter from move 2. Outlining the book and 3.1.
Providing focused evaluation from move 3. Definitely recommending the book from the English corpus in the present study is shown in example (5). The move 4. Providing closing evaluation of the book shown in example (6) opens with a series of positive remarks on the book being reviewed, to later on change the direction of the evaluation into a couple of criticisms leading to not recommending the book. It should be noted how this strategy, consisting of condemning the book after having raised some positive points, produces a mitigating effect of the global nonrecommendation and of the specific upcoming criticisms in particular (Belcher, 1995; Gea Valor & del Saz Rubio, 2000-01) This divergence in relation to Motta-Roth's (1998) study of book reviews in Linguistics, Economics and Chemistry suggests that there might be disciplinary differences as to how appropriate it seems for authors not to recommend a book and, in case this is so, which options are more acceptable in each disciplinary culture. Further qualitative research should attempt to find out the possible reasons for this variation.
Lastly, according to the new emerging option 4.4. Providing neutral summary-conclusion of the book, the reviewers choose to close the review without giving a final judgement of the book. Instead of providing the reader with a verdict, they simply present a brief summary or conclusion of the book. An example of this option is shown in example (7).
[At the end of the day, in Professor Howe's view, Twain as a novelist cannot win; history and reality inevitably defeat the novel. There is no room here for any notion as quaint as the transforming power of the novelistic imagination.
(Providing neutral summary-conclusion of the book)]
This book review ending does not clearly attempt to recommend the book under review. It rather describes the conclusion that Professor Howe, the author, reaches.
This section has described the method of analysis applied to the corpus of book reviews of the present study. 
Contrastive Results
This section presents the contrastive results of the analysis of the book reviews in terms of moves, subfunctions and options, carried out independently in the two corpora. Table 7 .2 provides an account of the absolute and relative frequencies of each of these categories for each writing culture. Given the fact that subfunctions are not mutually exclusive (i.e. the subfunctions within a move can co-occur), the sum of the frequencies of subfunctions within moves 1. Introducing the book and 2. Outlining the book is higher than the total frequency of appearance of each move because these moves may contain one or more than one subfunction. That is why the relative frequency of appearance of subfunctions within each move has been calculated in relation to 20, which is the total number of book reviews, i.e. the total possible absolute frequency for each subfunction. By contrast, options within move 4. Providing closing evaluation of the book, are mutually exclusive; thus, their relative frequency has been calculated in relation to the total frequency of appearance of that move in each corpus. The frequencies of move 3.
Highlighting parts of the book and its only possible subfunction, 3.1.
Providing focused evaluation coincide necessarily.
The right column in Table 7 . 2 Highlighting parts of the book in the Spanish corpus of book reviews.
English book review writers seem to be more likely to keep separate the description of the book's chapters and evaluative remarks on the book.
However, there is no statistical evidence for these two diverging tendencies.
Especially relevant to the present study were options 4.1. having found out that the writing culture (our independent variable) is likely to be the factor that accounts for certain rhetorical variations, the next logical step in the research would be to pinpoint which specific aspect(s) (e.g., values, norms, and learning processes) of the writing cultures would be responsible for a given variation in rhetorical behavior (cf. Moreno, 2005) . That is, not only awareness of the differences (and similarities) but also the reasons for such divergence would be helpful in applied fields such as the teaching of academic book writing in Spanish and English as L2.
The study has also provided valuable tools that can be easily taught in the writing classroom, for example, a model of move analysis for book reviews of literature. An adequate application of these tools might be useful not only for teaching book review writing techniques in the L2
writing classroom but also in the L1 writing classroom. Likewise, these kinds of results might also be useful for designing guidelines for prospective authors of academic book reviews in each discipline. In fact, some editors consulted in this respect have already shown an interest in the possible application of the results from a study of these characteristics.
Finally, the findings of the present study should be supported with similar analyses applied to larger corpora in order to find out, for example, whether English book review writers' tendency to keep the description of the book's chapters and focused evaluations on the book separate differs significantly, statistically speaking, from Spanish book reviewers' tendency to describe the chapters of the book and evaluate them at the same time. It would also be interesting to look at academic book reviews from other disciplines, as stated in the introduction of the present study.
Looking at different disciplines might add interesting divergences from the ones the present study has shown in relation to the writing culture factor. If differences were found, it would be very relevant to follow up this research with further studies, both qualitative and quantitative, to find out to what extent writing practices in the discipline of literature in general affect the way book review writers approach this genre. 
Move introducing the book; subfunction making topic generalizations
Victorian paintings and novels are typically crowded with material details which encode a set of cultural values as well as represent the viewpoint of their creator. In addition, engraving and photography and cheap periodicals spread images to an ever widening public, who learned how people and objects both nearby and abroad were "supposed" to look. Twentieth-century theorists have often identified "accumulation and precise recording of detail" as not only a hallmark of the spirit of realism in art and fiction but also a significant feature of metaphysics, social science, and other Victorian modes of "reading" the world. At the same time, Victorians also recognized that appearances could be deceptive and made use of that recognition in both art and fiction. The book is especially impressive in its uses of nineteenth-century science. For example, Flint makes a brilliant application of debates from experimental physiology to George Eliot's puzzling short novel The Lifted Veil. Another chapter explores the way in which scientists themselves searched for an "expressive set of visual images" which could satisfactorily convey their explanations of the unseen forces that act on the physical world. Similarly, the nineteenth-century predecessors of Freud, she argues, were drawn to a "vocabulary of surface and depth, of the hidden and the revealed, of dark and of light"
which was also applied to the topography of modem cities, especially to the threats posed by both the literal and the figurative "underworld."
The two chapters on Victorian art criticism demonstrate the critics' roles and practices as well as explore the period's theoretical debates. Readers of ELT may be especially interested in the long chapter centered on the Ruskin-Whistler controversy.
Whistler's objection to the attempt by critics to discover a single significant meaning-or, indeed, any meaning-in a work of art brings up issues applicable in considering the modes of indeterminacy found in late-nineteenth-century literary practices. And all of us need to read "Criticism, language and narrative" both to enrich our appreciation of the "predictable associations" stirred by particular forms and objects and to broaden our response to the questions students inevitably bring up on those class days when we are showing slides of Victorian paintings in order to give them time to get further into a long novel before we begin the discussion. Imagination has been produced on heavy slick paper with generous margins (and an awkward shape), which not only makes it almost impossible for someone without large hands and muscular forearms to hold the book in a comfortable position for reading but also raises the price to $74.95. Yet even so, many of the black-and-white illustrations, especially the photographs of those overcrowded genre paintings whose details are so important, are too muddy for us to see the distant objects or bits of background that contribute to Flint's interpretive reading. I understand that color reproductions would put the price completely out of reach, but the compromise made here by the press is pretty unsatisfactory.
Move providing closing evaluation of the book; option recommending the book despite indicated shortcomings
The price is particularly unfortunate because this is a book many people would like to own so they can reread some of the more intensely rich chapters or reach for a particular section as mental stimulation before heading off to class. The work Flint has undertaken is not nearly so simple as showing the connections between narrative painting and narrative fiction (though she does that too). 
